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PUBLIC LANDS COMMUNITIES: IN SEARCH OF A
COMMUNITY OF VALUES
Sarah F. Bates*
"Community is a fusion of feeling and thought, of tradition and
commitment, of membership and volition."'
I.

INTRODUCTION

Apart from family, the community is the fundamental organizational
unit of human society. The idea of community, encompassing those upon
whom one depends and with whom one interacts on a sustained basis, is
simply an expanded concept of family. People living close to one another in
a defined geographic area are part of a community, but the concept also
includes people who share "cultural space, "2 or common ideas of their
place in the world. Thus, "there are multiple expressions of community in
American society,"' and "[m] ost people feel a sense of belonging to several
different communities." 4 Each of us defines our identity, at least in part,
based on our association with a community.
This article proposes that there are many different public lands
communities - people who identify in various ways with the lands and
resources that make up more than half of the western United States. If, as
Daniel Kemmis has proposed, "places may play a role in the revival of
citizenship," 5 then the western public lands may provide the nucleus for a
more responsive and responsible approach to natural resource management. This approach is consistent with the trend in recent years toward
more public participation in natural resources decisions, yet it assumes
changes in the ways in which public lands decisions are made. It is hoped
that a broader recognition of public lands communities will be the first step
* Assistant Director, Natural Resources Law Center, University of Colorado School of Law,
Boulder, Colorado. J.D. 1988, University of Colorado School of Law; B.S. 1984 Wildlife Biology,
Colorado State University. Portions of this article were prepared for the Natural Resources Law
Center's Western Lands Workshop in January 1993. Rudd Mayer and University of Colorado Law
Student Daniel Home (Class of 1994) provided valuable editorial and research assistance. Special
thanks to Bob Dettmann for sharing his thoughtful ideas and for introducing me to others who have
been thinking about these issues far longer than 1.
I. ROBERT A. NISBET, THE SOCIOLOGICAL TRADITION 48 (1966).
2. Robert G. Lee, Community Stability: Symbol or Social Reality?, in COMMUNITY STABILITY

36-37 (Dennis C. Le Master and John H.Beuter eds., 1987). The phrase
"cultural space" has appeared elsewhere. See, e.g., KAI T. ERIKSON, WAYWARD PURITANS: A STUDY
IN THE SOCIOLOGY OF DEVIANCE 9-10 (1986).
IN FOREST-BASED ECONOMIES

3. Lee, Community Stability: Symbol or Social Reality?, supra note 2 at 37-38.
4. GALEN SCHULER & RICHARD GARDNER, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, PACIFIC NORTHWEST
STRATEGY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GUIDE 4 (draft, 1990).
5. DANIEL KEMMIS, COMMUNITY AND THE POLITICS OF PLACE 118 (1990).

PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW

[Vol. 14

toward the elusive goal of consensus on these difficult and important issues.
This article begins with a brief discussion of the definition of
"community," suggesting that public land managers ought to broaden
their understanding of the term to consider the diverse array of people who
share common interests. It then describes the historical relationships
between human communities and western public lands, with particular
emphasis on the region's ongoing transition from dependence on resource
extraction to amenity-based resource uses such as recreation and tourism,
and the increasingly broad-based public concern for the western public
lands. These changes raise questions about the viability of the Forest
Service's "community stability" policy, which has historically provided the
justification for land management decisions aimed at helping rural towns
dependent on development of resources on adjacent national forest lands.
In order to explain the current incarnation of the Forest Service's policy
("rural development"), the article describes the history of community
stability and the criticisms leveled at the policy by economists, foresters
and others. The final section proposes an integration of the Forest Service's
present efforts with an emerging concept of "community" that is broader
than the geographic definition upon which the agency's approach is based.
It suggests that the many public lands communities could work together
more productively with the encouragement of federal land managers. The
article concludes by suggesting that building and sustaining a community
of values is the key to public lands governance in the future.
II.

DEFINING PUBLIC LAND COMMUNITIES

What is a community? Foresters, biologists, range scientists and other
natural resources managers are trained to think of non-human communities in terms of the relationships of plants and animals that typically occur
together; they think of spatial arrangements that include characteristic
plant species and the animals that depend on them for food and cover. 6 It is
not surprising, then, that public land managers have viewed human
communities with a similar perspective: to them, a community is a group of
people living in proximity to one another in a defined area. Thus, in the
traditional public lands context, communities are towns or counties, and
can be delineated by geographic boundaries.' Federal policies were
designed to protect certain rural communities from disruptive changes in
income by maintaining continuous timber harvest on adjacent national

6.

JACK WARD THOMAS,

U.S.

FOREST SERVICE, WILDLIFE HABITATS IN MANAGED FORESTS

15

(1979).
7. Matthew S. Carroll, Community and the Northwestern Logger 5 (1984) (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Washington).
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forest lands." Federal land management agencies employ community
development specialists and offer financial assistance to aid towns and
counties traditionally dependent on natural resources development. 9 The
focus is on the geographically-defined community.
There is a great deal of sense in this traditional understanding of
communities. Geographic proximity fosters a sense of community, a
common identity, and (to a limited extent) shared values. Thus, it is
perfectly reasonable to speak of the community of the Deschutes River
basin in Oregon, which includes people living in the growing city of Bend,
the small town of Maupin, the Warm Springs Indian Reservation, and all
the other human settlements and outlying areas within the basin. Within
these boundaries, most residents identify to some extent with their
surroundings, particularly the Deschutes River. In turn, each of the
settlements within the basin is a community of its own, with its own sources
of identity.
Yet there is another sort of community that one encounters in an area
such as the Deschutes River basin. Its identity may be announced by
bumper stickers proclaiming support for a proposed wilderness area,
opposition to government-imposed restrictions on boating use of the
popular river, or affiliation with a national or regional environmental
organization. Community members do not necessarily live in the basin;
they may be residents of Portland, San Francisco, or someplace farther
away. Yet they identify with the basin, they share a set of common beliefs,
and they occasionally join together in response to perceived threats to their
interests. The geographic definition of community is simply inadequate to
describe the complex relationships among the many individuals who share
interests in the natural resources that occur on public lands.
The literature of sociology offers more inclusive definitions that
provide a useful framework for considering the many communities of
people affected by public lands decisions. In addition to geographic
communities (those defined by fixed boundaries, usually based on political
boundaries such as city limits or county lines), sociologists describe
communities defined by regular, sustained interactions of people who live
in the same general area (for example, a group of people belonging to the
same church or civic organization) and communities defined by a shared
sense of identity, regardless of geographic location. This includes people
8. See infra text accompanying notes 80-105 discussing policy of "community stability."
9. The focus in this article is on community policies of the U.S. Forest Service, an agency within
the Department of Agriculture. The Forest Service administers approximately 191 million acres of
land. U.S. DEPT. OF AGRIcULTURE, FOREST SERVICE, LAND AREAS OF THE NATIONAL FOREST
SYSTEM I (1990). The other major federal land management agencies include the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service, all of which
are agencies in the Department of the Interior.
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who work in an especially cohesive field (an "occupational community,"
such as loggers)' 0 and people who share concerns about a particular issue
(a "community of interests,"" such as members of Trout Unlimited).
These definitions recognize social as well as geographic associations that
define communities, criteria that identify "who is 'in' and who is 'out.' "12
Communities may also be viewed as "institutions of governance" the way people try to live together (in the broadest sense of living together
in society, not simply residing in physical proximity to one another) in
mutually acceptable ways.' 3 According to one expression of this concept, a
group of people is not automatically a community simply because they
share certain interests, but they may achieve that status by "participating
in decisions that affect them, by respecting diversity of opinions and
thought, and by sharing a collective responsibility of caring for the land."'
This concept demands civic participation and, in return,15offers the reward
of having a meaningful say in public land decisions.
These broader definitions suggest ways for public land managers to
rethink their assumptions about communities. Definitions are not prescriptions for solving problems, but they serve several useful purposes. First,
they help illuminate the assumptions under which agencies or others are
operating. Second, they can encourage more inclusive thinking by drawing
in concepts that might not have been included otherwise. And, third, a good
discussion about definitions and vocabulary can help establish common
ground for substantive discussions to follow. In the field of public lands
policy (as elsewhere), examining assumptions, thinking inclusively, and
seeking common ground are all worthy objectives.
10. This occupational community was the subject of Matthew Carroll's Ph.D. dissertation,
supra note 7. See also Matthew S. Carroll, Pacific Northwestern Loggers and the Spotted Owl
Controversy, in WESTERN GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION, SMALL TOWNS: CULTURE, CHANGE, AND
COOPERATION 23,29 (Jan. 1992) ("The notion of an occupational community as it has been used in the
sociological literature implies the existence of a shared life and sense of identification among its
members that is not typical for the majority of occupations in western society."). See also Matthew S.
Carroll & Robert G. Lee, Occupational Community and Identity Among Pacific Northwestern
Loggers: Implicationsfor Adapting to Economic Changes, in COMMUNITY AND FORESTRY: CONTINUITIES IN THE SOCIOLOGY OF NATURAL RESOURCES

141 (Robert G. Lee et al. eds., 1990).

It. Margaret A.Shannon, Building Trust: The Formation of a Social Contract, in COMMUNITY
AND FORESTRY, supra note 10, at 234.
12. Lee, Community Stability: Symbol or Social Reality?, supra note 2, at 37.
13. Margaret A. Shannon, Community Governance: An Enduring Institution ofDemocracy, in
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COMM. ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, MULTIPLE Usa AND
SUSTAINED YIELD: CHANGING PHILOSOPHIES FOR FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT? THE PROCEEDINGS AND SUMMARY OF

A

WORKSHOP CONVENED ON MARCH

5-6, 1992,

WASHINGTON,

D.C., BY

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE 219 (Comm. Print Dec. 1992).

14.
15.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTIAN REGION GUIDE iii (May 1992).
An outstanding current book on this subject is KEMMIS, supra note 5.
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III.

WESTERN PUBLIC LANDS AND COMMUNITIES

16
The public lands that occur primarily in the western United States
provide a defining element for numerous human communities. Ranging
from farmers and ranchers throughout the region and fly-fishers throughout the nation (communities defined by shared interests) to people living
near one another in watersheds, Indian reservations, and urban areas
(geographic and cultural communities), these many communities share an
interest in government policies and management decisions affecting the
public lands. As a place17 with which many identify, the public lands (and
the innumerable special places that exist within that broad category) offer
a concrete and identifiable locus around which a sense of community has
converged.1

A.

Geographic Communities

The history of western public lands is linked inextricably with that of
the human settlements in the region. 19 The original human inhabitants the Native American cultures that thrived in the region - adopted
multiple homeplaces to take advantage of seasonal abundance of various
foods. Their community identities and spiritual beliefs incorporated the
water, plants, and animals that occurred on the western lands. 20 When non16. There are approximately 662 million acres of federal public land in the United States, of
which approximately 364 million acres (55 %) are in the eleven western states in the lower 48, and 248
million acres (37%) are in Alaska. SARAH F. BATES, THE WESTERN PUBLIC LANDS: AN INTRODUCTION (1992). On average, nearly half of every western state is federal land. Id.
17. "Places have social history. A place is created by people living and remembering changes in
the social landscape over time." Margaret A. Shannon, Resource Managersas Policy Entrepreneurs,
JOURNAL OF FORESTRY, June 1991, at 27, 28.
18. It is in this developing sense of place that the western lands offer such promise for building
strong communities:
Places have a way of claiming people. When they claim very diverse kinds of people, then
those people must eventually learn to live with each other; they must learn to inhabit their
place together, which they can only do through the development of certain practices of
inhabitation which both rely upon and nurture the old-fashioned civic virtues of trust,
honesty, justice, toleration, cooperation, hope, and remembrance. It is through the
nurturing of such virtues (and in no other way) that we might begin to reclaim that
competency upon which democratic citizenship depends.
KEMMIS, supra note 5, at 119.
19. See, e.g., PATRICIA NELSON LIMERICK, THE LEGACY OF CONQUEST: THE UNBROKEN PAST
OF THE AMERICAN WEST 55-62 (1987) (discussion about homesteading on the public domain);
THOMAS G. ALEXANDER, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, THE RISE OF MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT IN THE
INTERMOUNTAIN WEST: A HISTORY OF REGION 4 OF THE FOREST SERVICE 6-11 (1987) (Mormon

settlements on the public domain).
20. For example, the Northern Paiutes of the Pyramid Lake region (in what is now Nevada)
lived in loosely-organized bands, each of which gathered food in a traditional use area recognized by
other bands as theirs. When resources were scarce in a band's traditional use area, it would seek
permission from a neighboring band to gather food in its area, "a request that could never ethically be
refused." MARTHA C. KNACK & OMER C. STEWART, As LONG As THE RIVER SHALL RUN: AN
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Indians arrived and laid claim to the region, the federal government
encouraged settlement in order to anchor the United States' tenancy on the
land. Towns such as Cody, Wyoming and Creede, Colorado met the needs
of miners, farmers, and others who arrived to seek the bounty of the public
domain. Similarly fueled by immigration into the region, cities such as
Denver and Salt Lake City grew at the crossroads of railroad lines and
westward trails.
Today, the economic well-being of rural western communities continues to depend on activities that take place on nearby public lands, including
extractive-type commodity production (logging, grazing, mining) and
amenity-dependent recreational uses. As a recent Forest Service economic
assessment for the Rocky Mountain region concluded, "national forests
and grasslands provide key settings and resources for generating income
and providing employment to local economies . 12 In other words, the
human settlements in this region depend on the lands and resources
adjacent to them. Conversely, the well-being of the land and resources
depends upon the vitality of these communities:
No matter what, protection of the land requires healthier
local communities. Education, the growth of citizen reform
movements, and creation of competent local and regional
media are long-term, slowly accomplished tasks, but they
are the only ways to get the job done. We must take this long,
hard road because it is the only way to make better
communities, and we can't hold the land without the
communities. 2
In many instances, western communities have suffered from cycles of
"boom and bust" because their economies have revolved around production of a single resource such as gold, oil, or timber. The Forest Service's
Rocky Mountain economic assessment concluded that rural western
communities are not well diversified. 23 A town's near-total reliance on a
single source of employment and income can be dangerous: when commodity prices fall or industrial conditions change, a large proportion of the
town's population may suddenly become unemployed, and other businesses
may suffer from the loss of income.
ETHNOHISTORY OF PYRAMID LAKE INDIAN RESERVATION 15-16 (1984). During periods of resource
abundance - such as when migrating fish filled the Truckee River in the spring - bands of Paiutes
gathered from miles around to share in the bounty and renew social ties. Id. at 18.
21. U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION ECONOMIC DIVERSITY AND DEPENDENCY ASSESSMENT 183 (Apr. 1992).
22. Ed Marston, Afterword, in REOPENING THE WESTERN FRONTIER 311 (Ed Marston ed.,
1989).

23. U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION ECONOMIC DIVERSITY AND DEPENDENCY ASSESSMENT, supra note 21, at 180.
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The experience of the town of Kremmling, Colorado illustrates the
risks of relying heavily on a single industry. For fifty years LouisianaPacific (L-P), a lumber company, was a presence in Kremmling. Until
recently, L-P employed 110 workers and supported approximately 100
contract loggers - thus directly providing wages to nearly 20% of
Kremmling's 1,100 residents. 4 Many other residents depended on the
income generated from L-P's waferboard plant that was spent locally for
services and retail goods. The company closed the plant on December 31,
1991, threatening to send the town's economy into a tailspin.2" Workers
left to find jobs elsewhere, property values dropped, and the community
went into a "grieving period," according to one observer. 6 Fortunately for
Kremmling's economy, the market for locally-grown hay remained strong
and the region's recreation industry was growing rapidly. 7 Still, the mill
closure was a serious blow to the entire Kremmling community.
Another characteristic of rural communities surrounded by public
lands is a heavy reliance on exports of natural resources, with very limited
value-added manufacturing. The Forest Service's economic assessment
noted that rural areas in the Rocky Mountain region "have lost the
additional income and employment that could be generated through
further local manufacturing or processing."'2 8 Economist Dan Whipple
refers to this pattern when he calls the Northern Rockies a "supply region"
in which raw materials are produced and exported to distant cities and
finished products are imported. 9 He points out that even beef (about as
"western" a product as there is) is an import in the West, as the region
exports cattle to midwestern stockyards for fattening and processing, and
then imports the processed beef for retail sale.30
Despite an historical dependence on resource extraction and export,
western rural communities are increasingly perceiving opportunities for
24.

R.E. Baird, Buckingthe Myth ofthe "New" Ghost Town, COLORADO DAILY, Aug. 25, 1992,

at 18.
25.

Id.

26.

Interview with Bob Dettmann, Rural Development Specialist, U.S. Forest Service, in

Boulder, Colo. (Oct. 16, 1992). Others have described this as a typical reaction. For example,
community specialist Dr. Mary E. Emery of the Institute for Community Development, Lewis and
Clark State College, Lewiston, Idaho, observes that rural communities that have lost a major source of
employment, such as a sawmill, follow the steps of grieving described by Elisabeth Kubler-Ross (ON
DEATH AND DYING (1969)): denial, anger, bargaining, depression, and acceptance. Mary E. Emery,
Address at the U.S. Forest Service National Rural Development Coordination Meeting (Feb. 21,
1993).
27. Telephone Interview with Peg Toft, Mayor of Kremmling (Dec. 14, 1992).
28. U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION ECONOMIC DIVERSITY AND DEPENDENCY ASSESSMENT, supra note 21, at 6.
29. Dan Whipple, Get a Job: What We Can Do (and What We Can't)About Makinga Living in

the Rockies, NORTHERN
30. Id.

LIGHTS,

May/June 1985, at 7, 10.

PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW

[Vol. 14

economic benefit from recreation and tourism. The town of Riggins, Idaho,
provides an example of the community benefits to be gained by exploiting

this "new" resource. Long dependent on a local lumber mill, the town
retooled about ten years ago when the mill burned down; today it is a major
center for recreation on the Salmon River.3 1 As many as 2,000 people visit
the river on a typical summer day, and an annual jet boat rally attracts
more than 15,000 people to Riggins.32 Researchers at the Center for
Recreation and Tourism Development at the University of Colorado
conclude that rural community tourism can help diversify local economies
and maintain a high level of satisfaction with community life."3
Clearly, the fortunes and futures of rural western communities are
highly dependent on the lands and resources on nearby federally-managed
public lands. Federal policies and management decisions are amplified
when they affect the dominant source of income or identity of a lumber
town or grazing community. Some counties have reacted by passing "land
use policy plans" that purport to influence or control federal land
managers' actions. A plan proposed in Oneida County, Idaho, for example,
sets forth local policies on land disposition;3 4 water resources; a agricul31.

Jim Doherty, When Folks Say "Cutting Edge" at the Nez, They Don't Mean Saws,
Sept. 1992, at 33, 40-42.
32. Id. at 42.
33. See PATRICK T. LONG, WESTERN GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION, TOURISM - ON OUR TERMS:
RURAL COMMUNITY TOURISM DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS AND POLICIES (June 199 1). On the other hand,
many are concerned about the human costs of transition to a service-oriented economy. There is a
perceived loss of community in recreation boom towns such as Aspen, Colorado, where one observer
notes that locals "often treat the 'turkeys' (their meal tickets) with barely concealed contempt, and
their own civic life is consequently coarsened." Pamela Zoline, The Town Without a Bellyache,
NORTHERN LIGHTS, Oct. 1988, at 15. See alsoJim Stiles, The Invasion of Moab, NORTHERN LIGHTS,
Winter 1991, at 16. James Noteboom, attorney for the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon, cautions that the trend toward recreational development can be destructive of
community life:
When [a community dependent on extractive uses converts to recreational development] the
community goes through several stages of evolution. First, it sees the decline of the
extractive industry. There is a desperate search for alternatives. Second, recreational
development begins and there is widespread support in the community because its members
see an improving economic condition. Third, as the recreation development continues there
begins to be some recognition of some of the problems associated with that development lots of low paying service sector jobs, a loss of a small town feeling, a sense that the nature of
the community is changing, rising property values that make it difficult for those living on
the margin to remain, crowding of once isolated recreational sites, and other questions about
where the community is going. In the fourth stage a backlash develops against recreational
development as those on board seek to draw up the gangplank before more refugees from
urban areas arrive. It is my belief that this is the future scenario for more and more western
towns.
Letter from James D. Noteboom to the author (Feb. 2, 1993)(on file with the author).
34. "Before Federal and State land agencies can change land use, adverse impact studies on
suses (sic) shall be conducted and mitigation measures adopted with concurrence from Oneida County.
Adverse impact studies shall address community stability, local custom and culture .... grazing rights,
SMITHSONIAN,
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ture; 36 timber and wood products; 3 7 cultural resources, recreation, wildlife,
41
4
39
and wilderness; 38 wetlands; mineral resources; " cultural background;
access and transportation; 42 and monitoring and compliance. 43 The county
is considering ordinances that would adopt as local law the federal Civil
Rights Act4 4 and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act 45 and purport
to hold liable any federal official that violates the county ordinances. 6
Similarly, a proposed county ordinance in Catron County, New Mexico,
would authorize the local sheriff to arrest the forest ranger for "arbitrar47
ily" reducing the number of a rancher's cattle on public rangelands.
While these ordinances are unlikely to survive judicial application of the
Supremacy Clause,4 8 the "county rights" movement illustrates the depth

flood prone areas access, and wetlands." ONEIDA COUNTY INTERIM LAND USE POLICY PLAN 3. This
plan has received preliminary approval, but has not yet been formally adopted by Oneida County.
Conversation with Rick Brazell, District Ranger, Malad Ranger District, Idaho (Feb. 20, 1993).
35. "Any federally proposed designation of Wild and Scenic Rivers and all federal policies
regarding riparian management in Oneida County shall be coordinated with the County Commission
and shall comply with the County Commission and shall comply with all County water use plans."
ONEIDA COUNTY INTERIM LAND USE POLICY PLAN, supra note 34, at 3.
36. "Federal and state governments should not obstruct agricultural opportunities on their
respective lands, nor should they obstruct agricultural opportunities or practices on private lands." Id.
at 4. "Opportunities for grazing livestock on federal and state lands should be continued at levels
consistent with custom and culture and the protection of equitable property rights." Id. at 5.
37. "Opportunities for a sustainable wood products industry shall continued (sic) at levels
consistent with custom and culture and as affected by prevailing market conditions." Id. at 6.
38. "No wilderness areas shall be designated in Oneida County." Id.
39. "Oneida County shall establish a wetlands committee to designate wetlands and shall
require full Federal and State compliance in the acceptance and enforcement of county designations."
Id.
40. "Federal and State governments should not obstruct mining opportunities on their
respective lands." Id. at 7. "Opportunities for a sustainable mining industry shall be continued at levels
consistent with custom and culture and as affected by prevailing market conditions." Id.
41. "State or Federal government agencies promulgating laws, rules or regulations which would
affect our custom and culture shall consult and coordinate with Oneida County. Oneida County
concurrence shall be required prior to the adoption of any such action." Id.
42. "Access to or across Federal and State lands shall not entail encumbrances or restrictions on
private property rights." Id.
43. "Oneida County shall enforce compliance with this interim land use plan and shall monitor
consistency between Federal and State actions and activities and the land use requirements
enumerated herein." Id. at 8.
44. 18 U.S.C. §§ 241-47 (1988).
45. 43 U.S.C. §§ 1901-08 (1988).
46. ONEIDA COUNTY ORDINANCES No. 178, 179, and 180. Ordinance No. 179, which adopts the
Civil Rights Act, attaches criminal liability for violations of the ordinance.
47. Florence Williams, Sagebrush Rebellion If: Some Rural Counties Seek to Influence
Federal Land Use, HIGH COUNTRY NEWS, Feb. 24, 1992, at 1.
48. U.S. CONST. art. VI, cl. 2. See California Coastal Comm'n v. Granite Rock Co., 480 U.S.
572 (1987) (recognizing the ability of states to influence activities on federal lands through
environmental regulation but not through land use planning that defines particular uses for the land).
Opportunities for cooperative state-federal land planning are discussed in John D. Leshy, Granite
Rock and the States' Influence Over Federal Land Use, 18 ENVTL. L. 99 (1987). See also Eric T.
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of concern and the intensity of feeling over the control and management of
western lands. Moreover, the proponents of these ordinances have argued
persuasively for Federal, state, and local cooperation, and coordinated
approaches to public land management.49
B.

Communities of Interest

Just as the towns and industries historically dependent on public land
resources are evolving and asserting new demands for participation in land
management decisions, so too are the many communities of interest
seeking better representation. Recalling the earlier definitions of community, it is easy to imagine that an individual might be affiliated with a
number of different communities because of concerns as varied as clean
water and healthy fish population in a favorite stream, access to public
lands, and the promise of economic opportunities in the future. In the last
few decades new communities of interest have organized and are demanding a voice in public lands decisions. These demands have found support
among public lands observers and commentators. The comprehensive
report produced by the congressionally-appointed Public Land Law
Review Commission in 1970, called for recognition of a broad array of
interests in public lands decisions: "We believe the appropriate range of
representation includes not just the obvious direct interests, such as
grazing, recreation, mining, fish and wildlife, and wilderness, but the
professor, the laborer, the townsman, the environmentalist and the poet as
50
well."
Echoing this sentiment, University of Montana economist Tom Power
advocates the inclusion of all members of affected communities in local
economic decisions: "Citizens learning new skills, environmentalists working for clean air and water, artists seeking attention for their work, school
boards wanting support for their schools and neighbors protecting the
integrity of their communities are as relevant to economic activity as
''
mining firms and haberdasheries. 51
Perhaps the greatest challenge is not in naming all the potential
Freyfogle, Granite Rock: Institutional Competence and the State Role in Federal Land Planning,59
U. COLO. L. R. 475 (1988).
49. If locally initiated, these plans can represent an articulation of local priorities ("custom and
culture") for land use. Karen Budd, the Cheyenne, Wyoming attorney who has assisted many counties
in enacting these plans, asserts that such actions are the only way to ensure meaningful local
participation in federal land management decisions. Williams, supra note 47, at 11. Unfortunately, it
appears that at least some of the plans are simply replications of a standard model, and thus are not
shaped around local needs and priorities.
50. U.S. PUBLIc LAND LAW REviEw COMM., ONE THIRD OF THE NATION'S LAND 289 (1970).
51. Tom Power, A Classic Mistake: The Failureof Rocky Mountain Economies, NORTHERN
LIGHTS, May/June 1985, at 16.
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participants in public lands decisions, but rather in determining how these
diverse interests can play a meaningful role in determining and carrying
out public policy. Public land management has increasingly included a role
for public participation, as evidenced by the planning provisions in the
National Forest Management Act 52 and the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, 53 and the environmental impact statement requirement
in the National Environmental Policy Act. 54 By mandating public participation, Congress has recognized the role of these communities of people
who share concerns for the public lands. Yet, in many instances, the typical
public hearing is structured to discourage the kind of dialogue necessary to
reach consensus.55 While plenty of opportunity exists to speak and submit
written comments, members of the public may feel that their opinions are
little more than chits on a tally sheet: "Just try to argue with your forester
today. No matter what outrageous thing you say, he 'appreciates your
concern' and is 'glad to have your input.' But he isn't listening, he's
counting. Your conversation 'proves' that the planning process is functioning. But the public is not placated."" 6
Conversely, it appears that those participating in public hearings have
no obligation to listen to one another and attempt to find common ground:
A visitor from another planet might reasonably expect that at a
public hearing there would be a public, not only speaking to itself
but also hearing itself. Public hearing, in this sense, would be part
of an honest conversation which the public holds with itself. But
that almost never happens.... The parties in conflict at a public
hearing are not encumbered by any responsibility for hearing
each other, for responding to each other,
for coming to an
57
agreement about what should be done.
Section V, below, explores some of the emerging ideas about how to ensure
more meaningful public discourse and thus build stronger communities.
First, however, it is necessary to understand public lands agencies'
perceptions of communities.
52. 16 U.S.C. § 1604 (1988).
53. 43 U.S.C. §§ 1701-84 (1988).
54. 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370a (1988).
55. "At no point does the forest planning process acknowledge that the problems to be addressed
are mutual problems, shared by the Forest Service and all groups with a stake in national forest
management. As a result, at no point does the process provide for mutual efforts towards solutions to
these problems." JULIA M. WONDOLLECK, PUBLIC LANDS CONFLICT AND RESOLUTION: MANAGING
NATIONAL FOREST DISPUTES

209 (1988).

56. William 0. McLarney, Forest Planning:Voices Unheard,AMERICAN FORESTS, May/June
1989, at 14.
57. KEMMIS, supra note 5, at 53, 56.
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ONE AGENCY'S EXPERIENCE WITH PUBLIC LANDS
COMMUNITIES

The Forest Service has long been aware of the link between geographic communities and western public lands. In the early years of public
land conservation and management, a Forest Service policy of protecting
the economic bases of public land communities became known as "community stability." Over time, this concept lost any practical definition; it now
appears to have .been largely discarded in favor of a policy of rural
development. This section traces the rise and fall of community stability
and the emergence of new community-oriented approaches.
A.

Community Stability as a Management Objective

The federal government began setting aside forest reserves in the
1890s, largely in response to abusive timber practices on public and private
lands in the eastern and upper midwestern states in the nineteenth
century. 58 Among the most egregious practices was a tendency of timber
companies to "cut out and get out," denuding an area of timber in as short a
time as possible, then closing the local mill when the resources gave out. 9
By regulating timber harvest on the public forest reserves, the government
hoped to ensure more stable timber-dependent communities.60 When the
Forest Service was created in 1905 to manage the national forest system,"1
the agency inherited an objective of maintaining the integrity of small,
resource-dependent communities. 62 Thus, the origin of community stabil58. The statutory authorization for reserving timber lands from the public domain was a clause
within the General Revision Act of Mar. 3, 1891, 26 Stat. 1095, repealed by P.L. 94-579,90 Stat. 2792
(1976). For descriptions of the historical origins of the national forests, see PAUL W. GATES, HISTORY
OF PUBLIC LAND LAW DEVELOPMENT 563-65 (1968); SAMUELT. DANA & SALLY K. FAIRFAX, FOREST
AND RANGE POLICY: ITS DEVELOPMENT IN THE UNITED STATES 33-68 (2d ed. 1980); Robert H.
Nelson, Mythology Insteadof Analysis: The Story of Public Forest Management, in FORESTLANDS:
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 23 (Robert T. Deacon & M. Bruce Johnson, eds. 1985); WONDOLLECK, supra
note 55, at 22-28; GEORGE C. COGGINS, PUBLIC NATURAL RESOURCES LAW §§ 2.03 [2] [B], 20.01 [2]
(1990); CHARLES F. WILKINSON, CROSSING THE NEXT MERIDIAN: LAND, WATER, AND THE FUTURE
OF THE WEST 120-24 (1992).
59. See Con H. Schallau and Richard M. Alston, The Commitment to Community Stability:A
Policy or Shibboleth?, 17 ENVTL. L. 429, 434 (1987).
60. Dennis Roth, Community Stability, Rural Development, and the ForestService, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT PERSPECTIVES, Oct.-Jan. 1991, at 35. See also William G. Robbins, Lumber
Production and Community Stability: A View From the Pacific Northwest, JOURNAL OF FOREST
HISTORY, Oct. 1987, at 187.
61. The forest reserves were transferred to the U.S. Department of Agriculture by the Transfer
Act of 1905, ch. 288, § 1, 33 Stat. 628; shortly thereafter, Congress created the Forest Service to
administer the national forest lands. Act of March 3, 1905, ch. 1405, 33 Stat. 872.
62. "Forest reserves are for the purpose of preserving a perpetual supply of timber for home
industries, preventing destruction of the forest cover which regulates the flow of streams, and
protecting local residents from unfair competition in the use of the range.... We know that the welfare
of every community is dependent upon a cheap and plentiful supply of timber .... U.S. FOREST
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ity was tied to restrictions on private access to public timber. Eventually the
agency grew to believe that the only way to provide for stable economic
conditions for local communities was to provide a continuous supply of
timber stumpage to local mills, 63 and the sustained yield management
concept 6 4 came to be tied closely to community stability in Forest Service
65
policy.
Although there were precursors, 6 the most explicit statutory recognition of the community stability concept was in the Sustained Yield Forest
Management Act of 1944.17 The statute was intended to "promote the
stability of forest industries, of employment, of communities and taxable
forest wealth, through continuous supply of timber." 68 The Act authorized
the Secretary of Agriculture to establish sustained yield forest management units, either entirely on federal land or as coordinated units including
private lands, in order to allow the sale of timber locally without the usual
competitive bidding.69 Few such units were established, and the hoped-for
coordination did not occur; the last federal sustained yield unit was
established in 1949, and it has since been terminated. 0 The Secretary of
Agriculture announced in 1953 that no new sustained yield units would be

SERVICE, THE USE OF THE NATIONAL FOREST RESERVES

13 (1906). Gifford Pinchot, the Forest

Service's first leader, expressed a strong concern for timber-dependent communities: "In the
management of each reserve local questions will be decided upon local grounds.., sudden changes in
industrial conditions will be avoided by gradual adjustment after due notice ....
Quoted in Schallau
and Alston, supra note 59, at 430 n.l.
63. John DeVilbiss, Community Stability and Rural Development in the Forest Service I
(unpublished manuscript).
64. "Sustained yield" implies continuous production of a renewable natural resource such as
timber. Its statutory definition is: "the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level
annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the national forests without
impairment of the productivity of the land." Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, Pub. L. No.
86-517, § 4, 74 Stat. 215, 16 U.S.C. § 531(b) (1988).
65. Anne E. Huebner, Measuring Community Stability in Western Rural Counties and the
Implications for Public Land Policy-Making 8 (1988) (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Colorado State
University). DANA and FAIRFAX, supra note 58, at 331-32, explain that the Forest Service's policy of
nondeclining even flow (an application of sustained yield which r~quires a constant or increasing level
of harvest not to exceed forest growth) was the agency's attempt at maintaining community stability.
66. The sustained yield policy emerged in the 1920s as a means to regulate harvest and thus
prevent a glut of timber products. Con H. Schallau, Sustained Yield Versus Community Stability: An
Unfortunate Wedding?, JOURNAL OF FORESTRY, Sept. 1989, at 18. Sustained yield advocate David T.
Mason explicitly linked this management approach to stabilizing forest-dependent communities,
arguing that stability depended on maintaining the productive capacity of large, efficient forest product
firms. Johannes H. Drieslma, et al., Sustained Yield and Community Stability in American Forestry,
in COMMUNITY AND FORESTRY, supra note 10, at 59. Legislation enacted in the 1930s reflected this
view. Id.
67. Act of March 29, 1944, ch. 146, 58 Stat. 132 (1944).

68.

Id. § 1.

69.
70.

DANA & FAIRFAX, supra note 58, at 167.
Schallau and Alston, supra note 59, at 441 n.41.
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established, although existing units would be continued.7 1 As George
Coggins observes, the 1944 Act "had a short life and limited application. 17 2 Nonetheless, its expression of support for community stability as a
management objective was influential.
Outside of the limited number of sustained yield units, the Forest
Service policy of community stability provided a more general mandate for
continuation or acceleration of timber harvest practices. This policy
became important after World War II, when the nation's demands for
wood products jumped dramatically and private companies turned to the
national forest for additional supplies.7 1 "As local economies adjusted to
higher levels of national forest timber supplies," writes Forest Service
economist John DeVilbiss, "the perception developed that 'community
stability' required these harvest levels to be maintained at higher and
higher levels." '74 By the 1960s and 1970s, when scientists and members of
the public began to question public timber harvest levels, 75 the Forest
Service relied upon the need for community stability as justification for not
reducing the harvest; the agency interpreted the policy to require maintaining timber harvest levels equal to or greater than historical levels. 76
In short, the Forest Service interpreted community stability narrowly,
focusing on "economic dependency on timber" rather than the benefits to
communities of all forest-related resources, including recreation, watershed protection, grazing, and mineral extraction.7 7 With the passage of the
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, 7' which articulated a broader
range of objectives for which national forests were to be managed, 9 the
stage was set for a challenge to the community stability paradigm.
B.

Community Stability Under Fire

Community stability has long been based on questionable assumptions, as articulated by Samuel Dana and Sally Fairfax:
71.

Id. at 442.
COGGINS, supra note 58, § 16.01[1].
73. See WONDOLLECK, supra note 55, at 32-33, 37-38; WILKINSON, supra note 58, at 137;
Nelson, supra note 58, at 48-50.
74. DeVilbiss, supra note 63, at 2.
75. The public policy upheavals have been discussed in detail elsewhere. E.g., DANA & FAIRFAX,
supra note 58, at 207-65.
76. DeVilbiss, supra note 63, at 3, 5.
77. Roth, supra note 60, at 36.
78. 16 U.S.C. §§ 528-31 (1988).
79. The Act specified the five basic uses of national forest as including outdoor recreation, range,
timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish. Pub. L. No. 517, 74 Stat. 215 (1960). The National Forest
Management Act of 1976, Pub. L. No. 94-588, 90 Stat. 2949 (1976), (current version at 16 U.S.C.
§§ 1600-87 (1988)), affirmed the multiple use-sustained yield as the basis for national forest planning
and management.
72.
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[The Forest Service] analysis assumes, first, that stability is an
accepted goal, as opposed to, for example, growth, diversification, or reorientation of a community's economic base; second,
that the Forest Service has a mandate and a capacity to
contribute to that goal; and, third, that even flows of timber
volumes from federal lands contribute to that goal. None of these
assumptions - the validity of the goal, the mandate, or the
capacity to achieve it - is broadly accepted as a working
assumption."0
Economists in the 1960s and 1970s "pointed to the ill-defined nature of
community stability and.., questioned the linkage of sustained yield to the
stability of logging towns.""' By the 1980s and early 1990s, commentators
were routinely criticizing the policy. For example, economist Con Schallau
wrote, in 1989, that "sustained yield of timber from national forests cannot
ensure community stability. 8 2 In a 1991 article, three researchers
(including one from the Forest Service and one from the Department of
Agriculture's Economic Research Service) observed that: "It is clear that
the self-image of many rural communities in the West depends on the wood
products industry, but it is unclear whether such communities are similarly
economically dependent on even flows of Forest Service Timber."8 " More
directly, a paper presented at a national conference on "Community
Stability in Forest-Based Economies" concluded simply that: "Politically,
community stability has been a figleaf to conceal the agency's pro-industry
bias.""'
The Forest Service's internal conflict over community stability as a
management objective is illustrated by the fate of the 1983 Forest Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) National Forests in west-central Colorado.85
80. DANA & FAIRFAX, supra note 58, at 332.
81. Carroll, Community and the Northwestern Logger, supranote 7, at 4. See also Schallau &
Alston. supra note 59, at 444 n.53.
82. Con H. Schallau, Sustained Yield Versus Community Stability: An Unfortunate Wedding?, JOURNAL OF FORESTRY, Sept. 1989, at 20.
83. Steven E. Daniels et al., Distributive Effects of Forest Service Attempts to Maintain
Community Stability, 37 FOREST SCIENCE 245-46 (1991).
84. Louise P. Fortmann et al., Community Stability: the Forester's Fig Leaf, in COMMUNITY
STABILITY IN FOREST-BASED ECONOMIES, supra note 2, at 46. These authors also commented that:
"'Community stability' is presently used to justify or defend so many different proposals and activities
that it is virtually devoid of content." Id. at 44. See also Steven E. Daniels and Barbara J. Daniels, The
Impact of Below-Cost TimberSales on Community Stability, WESTERN WILDLANDS, Spring 1986, at
26.
85. U.S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE, GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND
GUNNISON NATIONAL FORESTS PLAN AND FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATE-

MENT: GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND GUNNISON NATIONAL FORESTS
AND EIS].

GMUG PLAN

(1983)

[hereinafter
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Timber harvests in the forests directly support about 600 jobs, less than five
percent of the local workforce.8 The 1983 Plan called for an increase in
timber sales over the ten-year planning period, justified as necessary to
sustain the area's economy.87 Shortly after the Plan and EIS were
approved, the Natural Resources Defense Council filed an appeal, challenging the process used to identify lands suitable for timber production
and the evaluation of environmental effects of the timber program.88 The
Chief of the Forest Service remanded the Forest Plan for further
documentation on several issues.89 Subsequently, the Secretary of Agriculture chose to review the Chief's decision. The Secretary's directive, dated
July 31, 1985, required the Forest Service to provide additional information on how the Plan would maximize net public benefits.9 0 In particular,
the Secretary noted that:
Since there is no indication in the planning documents that
increases in timber sales will be made only if there is an increase
in demand and prices for timber, an explanation is needed as to
why increasing the dependency of local community mill capacity
and jobs which could result from an increase in sales of National
Forest timber with revenues exceeding costs will contribute to
greater national or local welfare - especially since increased
dependency upon submarginal timber sales would seem to result
in potentially greater community instability due to uncertainties
over continuation of a relatively high level of Federal funding to
support a timber program with costs greater than revenues. 91
The Secretary's remarks had significance beyond the GMUG National
Forests: "For the first time under [the National Forest Management Act],
community stability and its analysis as a working policy was brought into
question." 92
86.

U.S.

DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE, RECORD OF DECISION, AMENDMENT OF

THE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT: GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND GUNNISON NATIONAL FORESTS, I I (Sept.

1991) [hereinafter ROD].
87. "The proposed action and other alternatives would maintain the timber industry dependent
on the Forest." GMUG PLAN AND EIS, supra note 85, at C-9.
88. NRDC also appealed the San Juan National Forest Plan and EIS. For a description of the
legal bases of the appeals (with a focus on the San Juan National Forest); see James F. Morrison, The
National Forest Management Act and Below Cost Timber Sales: Determining the Economic
Suitability of Land for Timber Products, 17 ENVTL. L. 557 (1987).
89. Letter from R. Max Peterson, Chief of the Forest Service, to Ronald J. Wilson and F. Kaid
Benfield, Natural Resources Defense Council (Sept. 10, 1984).
90. Letter from Douglas W. MacCleery, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, on behalf
of the Secretary of Agriculture, to R. Max Peterson, Chief of the Forest Service (July 31, 1985), in
ROD, supra note 86 at 20-25.
91. Id. at 21.
92. DeVilbiss, supra note 63, at 6.
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At the same time, commentators began calling for the Forest Service
to respond more effectively to the needs of communities, recognizing the
93
plurality of communities associated with a wide range of forest resources.
The benefits of a community-focused management were described as
follows:
Foresters' faith lies in industry to produce community welfare
benefits. Employing the concept of community well-being as a
goal for sustained-yield, or any other practice for that matter,
redirects foresters' faith to the community and to themselves. It is
a position of increasing responsibility, far removed from the
comfort of the more 'rational' bureaucratic procedures.... Thus

the new forester needs to examine and work with a community to
frame questions in order9 4to approach management that best
meets community needs.
For their part, representatives of the Forest Service now make a concerted
in order to
effort to avoid the use of the phrase "community stability,"
95
distinguish current programs from policies of the past.
Not everyone is ready to reject community stability as a management
objective on public lands. Particularly in the Pacific Northwest, where
rural communities are far more dependent on timber production than in
other parts of the country, 96 "community stability" remains a watchword.
The proposed "Community Stability Act of 1991 "'1 defined a "resource-

dependent" community as one in which private employment and public
revenues are "substantially dependent" on resources developed on public
lands,98 and stated a national policy that public land management must not
"create instability" in such communities. 9 The Act would have required
federal land planning to consider outputs, demands, employment, and local
government receipts,100 and would have restricted reductions in public land
93. "Long term social and economic stability will ... be found in a better accommodation
between the realities of social adaptations in particular communities and the cultural symbols that have
provided societal cohesion and coherence. Foresters could most productively look beyond timber supply
to other necessary means for sustaining particular occupational, residential or recreational communities." Lee, Community Stability: Symbol or Social Reality?, supra note 2, at 42.
94. Fortmann et al., supra note 84, at 48.
95. Ruth McWilliams, Assistant Director, Rural Development Program, U.S. Forest Service,
Remarks at U.S. Forest Service National Rural Development Coordination Meeting (Feb. 21, 1993).
96. Schallau and Alston, supra note 59, at 447-48.
97. H.R. 1309 and S. 1363, 102d Cong., Ist Sess. (1991), introduced by Sen. Packwood (Or.)
and Rep. Smith (Or.). In introducing the bill, Sen. Packwood stated: "We simply cannot allow lives to
be ruined and a way of life to be trampled for lack of a rational, balanced policy, a policy that puts
people back into the equation." 137 CONG. REC. S8595 (daily ed. June 25, 1991).
98. S. 1363, 102d Cong., Ist Sess. § 2(5) (1991).
99. Id. § 3(I).
100. Id. § 4(l).
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outputs greater than ten percent below the average output for the previous
five years, in order to maintain local economies. 10 ' The legislation was
never enacted.
Another bill introduced in 1991 (and also never enacted) proposed
federal grants to resource-dependent communities to aid their economic
diversification efforts.' 2 In contrast to the Community Stability Act, this
bill acknowledged that old-growth forests are important for purposes other
than timber harvest, 0 3 and thus proposed establishment of a reserve
system to protect old-growth forests. 04 The bill's economic assistance
provisions included the creation of a special economic adjustment fund in
the Treasury, derived from federal forest revenues, and a Timber Economic Adjustment Commission to distribute grants from the fund to
eligible, resource-dependent communities. 05
C. A New Paradigm?Rural Development and Sustainability
The Forest Service, as has been noted, no longer touts community
stability as a management objective. 106 Instead, the agency is pursuing a
variety of programs aimed at encouraging rural community initiatives for
economic diversification and independence. To a large extent, these
changes were forced upon the Forest Service by the failure of the agency's
historical policy (with its narrow focus on timber production) to fit the
complexity of modern demands on national forest resources. As there never
has been a statutory mandate to pursue community stability as a
management objective, the Forest Service has the discretion to modify the
historical policy.'" 7
In 1989, the Forest Service established the National Rural Development Task Force, whose work subsequently prompted the Chief of the
Forest Service to issue a new statement of policy for the agency. The Task
Force termed the new policy objective "rural development," which it
defined as follows: "'Rural development' is the management of human,
101. Id. § 4(4).
102. Northwest Forest Protection and Community Stability Act of 1991, H.R. 3263, 102d
Cong., 1st Sess. (1991), introduced by Reps. Morrison (Wash.) and AuCoin (Or.).
103. Id. §§ 3(7)-(10), (12)-(15).
104. Id. § 103.
105. Id. §§ 401-405.
106. See McWilliams, supra note 95.
107. The Office of General Counsel stated in 1985: "There is no specific statutory authority
applicable generally to the National Forest System to maintain community stability beyond sustained
yield concepts." Memorandum from James P. Perry, Deputy Asst. Gen. Counsel, Natural Resources
Div., Office of Gen. Counsel, U.S. Dep't of Agriculture, to Christopher Risbrudt, Director, Policy
Analysis, Forest Service (Aug. 14, 1985), quoted in Schallau and Alston, supra note 59, at 455 n. 101.
See also James P. Perry, Community Stability: Is There a Statutory Solution?, in COMMUNITY
STABILITY IN FOREST-BASED EcONOMIES, supra note 2, at 30.
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natural, technical, and financial resources needed to improve living
conditions, provide employment opportunities, enrich the cultural life, and
enhance the environment of rural America."' 1 8 In order to accomplish
rural development, the Task Force set forth the following statement of
agency policy:
The Forest Service will provide leadership in working with rural
people and communities on developing natural resources-based
opportunities and enterprises that contribute to the economic
and social vitality of rural communities. The Forest Service can
make lasting improvements in rural America by helping people
solve their local problems in ways that enhance the quality of the
environment in accordance with our existing authorities. 0 9
The plan calls for a new focus on "enhancing the productive capacity of
rural America over the long term and not on the particular objectives of the
individual programs."" 0 In other words, maintaining timber-related
employment should be a less important goal than diversifying a local
economy and building alternative sources of income and employment.
The emerging policy is tied to the much-discussed concept of
sustainable development, by which land management practices "meet[]
the needs of the present without endangering the ability of future
generations to meet their needs.""' The Forest Service's Rocky Mountain
region economic assessment includes a section describing the theory of
sustainability and placing rural development efforts within this context." 2
The assessment recognizes that sustainability requires both healthy land
management practices'" and responsible, empowered communities. 4
The Forest Service's new program gained the financial support it
needed with enactment of the National Forest-Dependent Rural Communities Economic Diversification Act of 1990 (Title XXIII, Subtitle G,
108. U.S. FOREST SERVICE, A STRATEGIC PLAN FOR THE '90S: WORKING TOGETHER FOR
RURAL AMERICA 5 (1990).
109. Id.
10. Id. at 14.
111. Charles F. Wilkinson, Crossingthe Next Meridian:Sustaining the Lands, Waters, and
Human Spirit in the West, ENVIRONMENT, Dec. 1990, at 18.
112. U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION ECONOMIC DIVERSITY AND DEPENDENCY ASSESSMENT, supra note 21, at 183-94.
113. "Proper land stewardship and ecosystem management is needed to assure the sustainability
of resources and the local economies that depend upon them. In this regard, sustainable economies
depend directly on sustainable forests and grasslands, including healthy, functioning ecosystems with
sustainable yields of both commodities and non-consumptive uses." Id. at 184.
114. "[Tlhese communities need to retain primary responsibilities for their own futures. To be
sustainable, communities must set their development goals and decide how best to pursue them." Id. at
183.
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Chapter 2 of the 1990 Farm Bill)," 5 which includes a provision for the
establishment of "rural forestry and economic diversification action teams
to prepare an action plan to provide technical assistance to economically
disadvantaged communities."" 6 With funding guaranteed by the Farm
Bill, the Forest Service is providing financial and technical assistance to
help resource-dependent communities work toward more diverse economies in the future. As stated in the Rocky Mountain Region Guide:
While helping to maintain ... important uses on the National
Forests and National Grasslands, we should help local communities develop diverse and resilient economies. We must work with
local people to identify and advance those compatible Forest and
community goals leading to sustainable opportunities .... We
must become more knowledgeable of the goals and aspirations
and National Forests and
people have for their communities
7
National Grasslands.""91
In the Pacific Northwest, the Forest Service describes its strategy as
;community economic development," which it defines as "the process for
translating individual aspirations for the future into a shared community
vision that includes economic goals.""'
The Rocky Mountain Region took this approach. First, community
ievelopment staff obtained data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic
knalysis to determine which geographic communities within the region:
C1) are most "dependent" on resource production on Forest Service lands;
'2) are likely to suffer "distress" from imminent land management
lecisions; and (3) demonstrate "community readiness" to explore new

irections in the future." 9 In their review of communities in the states of
115. Pub. L. No. 101-624, § 2371, 104 Stat. 4045 (codified at 7 U.S.C. §§ 1421-71 (1988)).
)ther existing authorities for Forest Service rural development work include the Rural Development
\ct of 1972, Pub. L. No. 92-419, 86 Stat. 657 (codified as amended at 7 U.S.C. §§ 2661-70 (1988));
'ooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-313, 92 Stat. 365 (codified as amended at
6 U.S.C. § 582a (1988)); and Rural Development Policy Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-355, 94 Stat.
171 (codified as amended at 7 U.S.C. §§ 2201-2276 (1988)).
116. 7 U.S.C. § 6613 (Supp. 1992).
117. U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION GUIDE, supra note 14, at ii-iv.
118. SCHULER & GARDNER, supra note 4, at 4.
119. Bob Dettmann, Remarks at University of Colorado conference on "Competing Visions for
he New West" (Feb. 6, 1993). The Forest Service's implementation guidelines require that the
ommunities be located within 100 miles of a national forest; have a population of 10,000 or less (if the
ommunity is a town, township, municipality, or other unit of general purpose local government) or
.2,550or less (if the community is a county or similar unit of general purpose local government); derive
at least 15 % of the total primary and secondary labor and proprietor income from forestry, wood
,roducts, and forest-related industries such as recreation and tourism"; and is "economically
isadvantaged as a result of federal or private sector land management practices." U.S. FOREST
;ERVICE, RURAL REVITALIZATION THROUGH FORESTRY FOR NATIONAL FOREST-DEPENDENT RURAL
'OMMUNITIES: IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES

4 (Feb. 1992) [hereinafter

IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE-
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South Dakota, Nebraska, Wyoming, Colorado, and Kansas, community
development staff at the Rocky Mountain Region identified 118 rural
counties meeting these criteria.120 They approached twenty communities
(including counties and small towns), offering seed money for planning,
and all twenty said "yes" to federal assistance. 2 '
Once the Forest Service identifies a community eligible for assistance,
and community leaders express a desire to pursue the program, the next
comprised of representatives of
step is formation of an "action team,"
"major sectors of the community.' 2 2 The team prepares an "action plan,"
identifying long-term strategies and opportunities to promote economic23
diversification and to strengthen local businesses and sources of income.'
Kremmling, Colorado, is one of the Forest Service's "economic
recovery" communities. As described earlier, this town suffered when the
Louisiana-Pacific waferboard plant closed in late 1991 and left nearly onefifth of the residents unemployed. 24 Since then, community leaders
formed the Kremmling Economic Development Committee "to encourage
focused, sustainable, and diversified business development which is also
environmentally sound."' 25 The Committee prepared an action plan and a
glossy brochure aimed at attracting new businesses and recreational
visitors. The Kremmling action plan focuses on the area's "small-townness" and low cost of living.' 26 Although it will seek additional recreation,
the Committee rejected the goal of becoming a destination resort.' 27 Town
Manager Bill Koelm told a reporter that L-P's pull-out might have been
the best thing that happened to the community "because it made us think
about our future."' 28 He praised the Forest Service's rural development

LINES].

These guidelines helped the regional staff define the larger "universe of eligible communities"

from which the 118 counties and 20 targeted communities were selected. Telephone interview with Bob
Dettman (Mar. 15, 1993).
120. Dettmann, Remarks at "Competing Visions for the New West," supra note 119.
121. Id.
122. IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES supranote 119, at 5. "Members should be drawn from the
local community, [Forest Service], other governmental entities at any level and/or from other rural

service providers, civic groups, and private citizens." Id.
123. Id. at 7. The plan should include such elements as descriptions of the current situation and
desired future conditions, identification of opportunities to improve local economic opportunities and
work with others in pursuit of projects, and logistical information such as schedules and responsibilities
for carrying out the plan. Id. The plan must be consistent with national forest land and resource
management plans; conversely, when revising the plans, the Forest Service must consider community
priorities expressed in the action plans. Id.
124. See supra text accompanying notes 25-28.
125. Kremmling's Vision for the Future (unpublished planning document submitted to the
Forest Service) (available from the city of Kremmling).
126. Id.
127. Telephone Interview with Sue Dutko, director of the Kremmling Chamber of Commerce
(Nov. 28, 1992).
128. Baird, supra note 24, at 18.
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program: "I can't say enough about the money and, even more important,
the expertise that the Forest Service has made available. It's given us the
chance to become proactive instead of reactive. You can't be a company

town and survive."' 1 9 Kremmling will use its community development
money to study the feasibility of attracting new forest product industries
that produce value-added goods such as furniture. 180 In place of L-P, the
Committee would rather attract "10 companies hiring 20 people each than
one company hiring 200."'1'

Conversations with Kremmling community leaders revealed a renewed sense of vitality in the town, as well as a feeling that the federal land

managers are playing an integral part in community development. "They
are part of the community," remarked Bill Koelm; 'they live here, their
kids go to school here, and they are always listening to what people think

about the public lands - even when they're waiting to pick up their dry
cleaning or standing in line at the grocery store."' 32 Sue Dutko, the director
of Kremmling's Chamber of Commerce, agrees: "The people from these
agencies are becoming involved directly in the community." 13 3 And
Kremmling's Mayor, who has ranched in the area all of her life, believes
that the partnership can help guarantee a "happy medium" among

recreationists and ranchers. 3 Similar planning efforts are underway in
other public land communities in the Rocky Mountain Region, including
Walden, Colorado; Custer, South Dakota; Dubois, Wyoming; and Johnson, Big Horn, Washakie, and Sheridan Counties (which together have
formed the Big Horn Coalition), Wyoming.""
Rural development efforts commonly seek to attract new residents
who wish to enjoy the high quality of life in rural western communities.
129. Id.
130. Dutko, supra note 127.
131. Id.
132. Telephone Interview with Bill Koelm, Kremmling Town Manager (Dec. 10, 1992).
133. Dutko, supra note 127. In recent conversations with Forest Service personnel from other
parts of the country, however, I heard a different story about community participation. "We are not
part of the community," was a common remark among participants at the Forest Service's National
Rural Development Coordination Meeting in Globe, Arizona (Feb. 21-24, 1993); they pointed out the
frequency with which Forest Service employees relocate, the cultural differences between people who
have lived in rural communities all their lives and agency employees who are increasingly drawn from
urban backgrounds, and a pervasive distrust of federal agency employees among rural residents.
134. Toft, supra note 27.
135. The Big Horn Coalition's vision statement defines its regional goals to:
(1)enhance, expand, and diversify the region's economic opportunities;
(2) provide services and facilities necessary to successfully manage and maintain the region's
renewable and sustainable resource base for a local, regional, and international, market; and
(3) provide the leadership, coordination, cooperation, and communication through a regional network
system to enhance and promote the region's unique and desirable quality of life.
Vision Statement of the Big Horn Mountain Country (single-page, undated document obtained from
Les Jayne, community grantsman, Sheridan, Wyoming).
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This has proven a successful strategy in Dubois, Wyoming. In 1987, the
town was faced with the sudden closure of a Louisiana-Pacific sawmill. 136
The economic impacts were substantial: the mill employed nearly 30 % of
the town's workers, and provided 35 % of its payroll. 3 7 Although the mill
has remained closed, and no major new resource development venture has
opened its doors in Dubois, today the town is on the rebound. The recovery
is fueled, in part, by an influx of "footloose" newcomers, companies and
individuals who have the capability to live wherever they please and do
their work by telephone, fax, and other electronic media.' 38 Other footloose
residents include those that bring retirement pensions or other sources of
income that are not dependent on activities within the geographic
boundaries of the community.' 9
In addition to capitalizing on natural amenities to attract new
residents, Dubois has sought to link its image and income with the
abundant wildlife and recreational opportunities on nearby public lands. A
new visitor center in a bighorn sheep refuge is now under construction;
residents hope to attract tourists en route to Yellowstone. 4 The town is
also hoping to benefit from a growth in guided recreation, cross-country
skiing, and snowmobiling,' 4 ' all of which depend on the proximity of public
lands.
These efforts are laudable, and it is clear that many communities are
benefitting from opportunities to plan for the future and exert local control
over decisions that affect them. Yet it would be misleading to imply that all
residents of these communities are satisfied with the direction of change.
The deeply entrenched occupational communities - loggers, miners, and
other skilled laborers who identify intimately with a field of work - are
unlikely to welcome a transition to a recreation/tourism-based regional
economy. For them, the newly-created service sector jobs are likely to pay
far less than their original jobs, and the loss of identity is a serious blow:
136. Richard Manning, Mountain Passages: Two Rocky Mountain Communities Search for
the Road that Leads to a SustainableFuture,WILDERNESS, Fall 1992, at 23, 28. The closure followed
an announcement that the nearby Shoshone National Forest would substantially reduce the
availability of timber. Id.
137. Id.
138. Id.
139. A recent study of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem found that, from 1969 to 1989,
income from non-labor sources (primarily retirement benefits and investment earnings) provided
almost 35% of the personal income in the counties surveyed, surpassing income from the region's
agricultural and extractive industries combined. RAY RASKER ET AL., THE WEALTH OF NATURE: NEW
ECONOMIc REALITIES IN THE YELLOWSTONE REGION ii (The Wilderness Society, 1992). Dubois is
within the region studied in this report. Id. at 3.
140. Lynn Arney, Remarks at the University of Colorado conference on "Competing Visions for
the New West" (Feb. 6, 1993). Mr. Arney is an example of a "footloose" resident, having moved from
Colorado to Dubois, where he makes a living by caretaking a ranch, tuning pianos, and writing.
141. Id.
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"When a place and its people derive their very identities from the local
economic base, the implication of a new economic base for the community
is not just doing something else, having a different mix of firms and job
'
opportunities, but being something else, taking on a new identity."142
The influx of newcomers and economic growth is especially difficult for
displaced workers who identified strongly with resource extractive occupations: "From [loggers'] perspective, it adds insult to injury to create
economic opportunities that are more suited for others, while their
as a result of decisions that they do not
livelihoods are disappearing
14 3
legitimate."'
as
perceive
This conflict presents a formidable challenge to the public land
managers and community leaders (who sometimes lack the community
roots of local workers) seeking to develop "visions" for the future. Forging
alliances among the various communities that identify with the public
lands - building and sustaining a true community of values - surely is a

challenging goal.
V.

BUILDING AND SUSTAINING

A

COMMUNITY OF VALUES

National forests and BLM lands historically have been managed for
multiple uses - typically interpreted as multiple outputs of products such
as timber, livestock forage, recreation visitor-days, and so on. The
constituency groups dependent on these outputs accurately are called
"user groups," as they have been organized around shared interest in
particular products or uses of the lands and resources. Increasingly,
however, the public lands are being managed for multiple values expressed in such concepts as sustainability, beauty, religious and spiritual
sustenance, land health, and biological diversity. By definition, the
constituency groups organized around values are communities.' 44 Thus, it
is appropriate for land management agencies to reconsider their management approaches 1 5 and to make a renewed commitment to building and
helping to sustain communities that share concerns for the public lands.
142.

Michael Hibbard, Economic Culture and Responses to Economic Transformationin a

Timber Dependent Community, in WESTERN GOVERNORS' ASSoCIATION, supra note 10, at I1.On the
other hand, people's perceptions of local and regional sources of income are not always accurate.
Particularly in the Rocky Mountains, the belief that "we are a logging community" does not always
bear scrutiny. Telephone Interview with Ray Rasker, economist, The Wilderness Society (Dec. 14,
1992).
143. Carroll, PacificNorthwest Loggersandthe Spotted Owl Controversy,supranote 10. at 39.
144. "Human attitudes and values are vested within community and definitions of resources
emerge from community." Robert G. Lee et al., Introduction:Forestry,Community, andSociologyof
Natural Resources, in COMMUNITY AND FORESTRY, supra note 10, at 9.
145. "The land management paradigm, premised on rational, scientifically based resource
conservation and use, is not equally able to accommodate the more recent and highly judgmental
preservation and noncommercial objectives." WONDOLLECK, supra note 55, at 5.
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The public lands are a shared concern of a diverse, broad, and not-at-all
cohesive community.
Viewing the public lands constituencies as members of a larger
1 46
community offers a more complete picture of the individual members.
The traditional approach is to characterize people as members of particular interest groups, whose preferences are known in advance to the public
lands manager. Margaret Shannon criticizes land management agencies
for exacerbating people's differences
by simply stereotyping individuals or groups on the basis of an
interest or preference or position in the social division of labor.
Think, for a moment on the differences in how the "opinion" of
the logger is regarded next to the Chamber of Commerce, the
mother next to the environmentalist, the birdwatcher next to the
elk hunter, and so on and on. How quickly each of these
categories calls up an expected image of an individual based on a
minute aspect of their whole self. Should we not be troubled when
such partial and inadequate stereotypes channel attention away
from "public" or shared, common interests and toward individual or group specific concerns with the use and investment of
societal (public) resources? 147
By contrast, a community view emphasizes the multi-dimensional nature
of every individual, and assumes that people share common interests as
well as differences. For example, person concerned about road construction
in a nearby national forest might also be a local school board member, a
small business owner, and a participant in an annual festival planning
committee. Through these ties to other members of the community, this
individual very likely has developed the basis for conversation and
problem-solving. Public land managers would do well to recognize individual complexities and to build on this existing sense of community in efforts
to resolve conflicts over land uses: "Rather than a discrete number of
organized interest groups, we see a loose, fluid structure of social actors
involved in and affected by forest planning decisions. '"148 For their part,
"[d] isputants need to realize that they exist within a community and that
consensus is the preferred method of resolution."' 49
A strong sense of community can foster responsible participation in
decisionmaking processes. Some have termed this "governance": "the act
146.
is clearer
147.
at 225.
148.

"The requirement on each interest group to become more than that narrow interest group..
when the other players are also recognized as neighbors ..."Zoline, supranote 33, at 16.
Shannon, Community Governance:An EnduringInstitutionofDemocracy, supranote 13,
Shannon, Building Trust: The Formation of a Social Contract, in COMMUNITY AND

FORESTRY, supra note 10, at 236.
149. CHARLES F. WILKINSON, EAGLE BIRD 45

(1992).
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of living together, finding mutually acceptable uses for land and resources,
and engaging in ongoing debate and dialogue to define and resolve mutual
problems."' 50 Others have expressed this idea in terms of "citizenship":
"As people learn to relate... to each other, they discover in their patterns of
relationship a new competence, an unexpected capacity to get things
done."'1 5 ' If individuals from various interest groups realize their shared
concerns for the public lands, their emerging sense of community offers a
tremendous opportunity for more meaningful land management
approaches.
How can a nascent sense of community be nurtured? A number of
commentators have urged public land managers to experiment with
conflict management techniques in order to build communities, and in
some instances this is happening.5 2 Julia Wondolleck describes how
conflict management can be integrated with the traditional role of the
professional forester:
This [conflict management] process does not supplant professional land-management practices. Any decisions reached
through it clearly must be professionally sound and constrained
by existing legal and technical limits. However, the process...
alters the decision-making process to provide a forum within
which different forest-user groups can represent their concerns
themselves, rather than have professional land mangers attempt
to do so [for them] . . . Agency officials need to actively

participate in this process both to represent the nonvocal public
that is not present as well as to provide the technical and scientific
facts and administrative constraints that only they can
provide. 153
150. Shannon, Community Governance: An EnduringInstitutionofDemocracy,supra note 13,
at 234. "Governance is the process by which we collectively solve our problems and meet society's
needs." DAVID OSBORNE & TED GAEBLER, REINVENTING GOVERNMENT: How THE ENTREPRENEURIAL SPIRIT Is TRANSFORMING THE PUBLIC SECTOR 24 (1992).
151. KEMMIS, supra note 5, at 113-14.
152. See WONDELLECK, supra note 55, at 181-85; 214-21; See also examples described in
Kaleen Cottingham, Restoring Faith in Natural Resource Policy-Making: IncorporatingDirect
Participation Through Alternative Dispute Resolution Processes (Natural Resources Law Center,
Univ. of Colo., 1992).
153. WONDOLLECK, supra note 55, at 186, 246. Similarly, Robert Reich writes that
The job of the public administrator is not merely to make decisions on the public's behalf,
but to help the public deliberate over the decisions that need to be made. Rather than view
debate and controversy as managerial failures that make policymaking and implementation
more difficult, the public administrator should see them as natural and desirable aspects of
the formation of public values, contributing to society's self-understanding.
kobert B. Reich, PublicAdministrationandPublicDeliberation:An InterpretiveEssay, 94 YALE L.J.
1617, 1637 (1985).
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Others have urged similar approaches in calling for cooperation,' civic
literacy, 55 civic conversation, 56 and intercultural exchange.15 7 Of course,
there will always be a role for administrative appeals and litigation; it is
often the threat of such equalizing measures that impels parties with
advantages in resources or political clout to approach the bargaining table.
Nonetheless, it may be possible to avoid or resolve some disputes through
community-oriented consensus approaches.
Approaching public lands constituencies as members of a larger
community offers the opportunity to craft more creative solutions. Rather
than assuming fixed interest group positions that must be accommodated
and balanced in making a difficult decision, the land manager works as a
facilitator in a public discussion process and recognizes that individuals
may change their positions based on information developed together with
others in the community. Robert Reich calls this "social learning," the
process by which public perceptions and individual preferences are
influenced by the administrative process. 15 8 He explains that agency
officials influence these perceptions and preferences "[b]y recognizing
certain groups and leaders, and subtly encouraging others to participate,"
as well as by selecting public objectives and alternatives to be considered.' 59 Reich concludes that an administrator's failure to acknowledge the
potential for social learning "leads to decisions that may not reflect what
the public would have chosen had the public actually deliberated about
them.""' Similarly, Steven Daniels and Matthew Carroll speak of
"collaborative learning," a process by which members of a community
learn together what they value and what kinds of changes are desirable and
feasible.' 6' They view the role of the land manager as a "professional
citizen" - a guide
in the collaborative learning process and a member of
62
the community.
Through a creative synthesis of the emerging ideas about communi154. "[The politics of the region has not generally presented itself as a choice between
individualism and cooperation so much as a battle between individualism and regulatory bureaucracy.

Cooperation is a third, largely ignored, alterative."
155.

KEMMIS,

supra note 5, at 45.

Shannon, Community Governance: An EnduringInstitutionofDemocracy, supra note 13,

at 227.
156. "It is through civic conversation that citizens invoke and create a vision of a shared future,
which can serve to guide difficult decisions." Shannon, Resource Managersas Policy Entrepreneurs,
supra note 17, at 29.
157. Ed Marston, Rural Economies Can Reform or Go the Way of Detroit, HIGH COUNTRY
NEWS, May 18, 1992, at 14.
158. Reich, supra note 153, at 1625.
159. Id. at 1626-30.
160. Id. at 1631.
161. Steve Daniels & Matthew Carroll, Presentation at U.S. Forest Service National Rural
Development Coordination Meeting (Feb. 21, 1993).
162. Id.
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ties and governance, public land managers can help build and sustain
public lands communities. The Forest Service's current rural development
approach is a healthy beginning, although the agency has yet to overcome
the vestiges of community stability and remains burdened with other
institutional baggage. The most promising element of the new approach is
its emphasis on community responsibility for identifying problems, developing visions for the future, and planning how to achieve shared objectives.
Although the success stories to date are still in their early stages, they are
encouraging. On the downside, the agency has not extended its definition of
"community" beyond those people living close to national forests; the rural
development guidelines do not explicitly recognize or encourage participation by broader communities of interest that might be capable of building
alliances with local people. Moreover, the Forest Service is struggling to
define its own role in traditionally forest-dependent communities. The
transition from provider to facilitator is difficult. Nonetheless, other public
lands agencies would do well to study the Forest Service rural development
model for possible application elsewhere.
Fundamentally, however, building strong communities is not the
responsibility of the federal government. Successful initiatives must arise
rrom the communities themselves, whether these are local (geographi:ally-based) communities or communities of interest. Although much of
:his article has focused on Forest Service-sponsored approaches, some of
:he most developed initiatives involve little or no federal guidance. Two
-xamples will illustrate how broad the possibilities may be for self-directed
-ommunity building.
In the late 1970s, residents of a remote, mountainous river basin on
he north coast of California realized that native king salmon were no
onger spawning successfully in the Mattole River.163 In an effort to halt
.he decline of this historically important fishery, a small group of
-oncerned citizens formed the Mattole Salmon Support Group and began
.ooperative efforts to capture spawning salmon, incubate the eggs, and
'elease the young fry back into the river."" They quickly realized that the
almon would not survive for long unless the river and the surrounding
ands of the watershed were healthy:
The attempt to engage ourselves with a salmon run shifted almost
at once from a symptomatic, technical-mechanical approach to a
systemic, multi-leveled, ecological approach. Focusing on the
crisis of another species had boomeranged into the need to take a
163.

Freeman House, To Learn the Things We Need to Know, WHOLE

990, at 36.
164. Id. at 37-38.
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close look at our own social organizations and economic
activities. 165
Subsequently, the group expanded its efforts to include gathering
information on the land uses and physical condition of the watershed, and
broadened the organizational form into the watershed-wide Mattole
Restoration Council. 166 The Council brings together people with disparate
backgrounds - loggers, hippie farmers, artists, and commercial fishermen
by identifying common concerns in the quality of the watershed.
Through this common interest, participants have cooperated in salmon
enhancement, erosion control, 67 reforestation, and education activities. 68
Their problem solving has required a great deal of information gathering,
which in turn has promoted better communication among neighbors.
Ultimately, the participants hope, the Council will grow into a governing
body of a self-regulating watershed. 6 The Mattole experience demonwhere community
strates the potential for building a community of values
70
members might otherwise have little to discuss.1
Non-geographic communities may be integrated with local community efforts through efforts such as those spearheaded by The Wilderness
Society (TWS), a national, non-profit environmental advocacy organization with headquarters in Washington, D.C. In the past decade, TWS has
focused on national forest issues, which has led to its interest in the
economies of forest-based communities. In 1991 and 1992, TWS conducted a demonstration project on economic diversification in Linn
County, Oregon, and Grays Harbor County, Washington. Both communities have depended heavily on national forest timber harvest and processing
for income and employment, and both have suffered in the recent timber
industry downturn in the region. TWS has worked with community leaders
in these two counties to develop strategic plans for economic diversification; the Linn County plan emphasizes outdoor recreation, while the Grays
Harbor County plan focuses on tourism. These planning processes and
similar efforts from around the region were featured at a workshop in
September, 1991, entitled "Rural Northwest: Exploring Common
7
Ground.' '
165.
166.
167.

Id.at 40.
Id.at 41.
The Council published a 47-page report on erosion in the Mattole watershed. THE

MATTOLE RESTORATION COUNCIL, ELEMENTS OF RECOVERY

168.
169.
170.

(1989).

Restoring Your Local Watershed, THE NEW CATALYST, Winter 1988/1989, at 12.
Seth Zuckerman, Living There, SIERRA, Mar/Apr 1987, at 61, 63.
Watershed-based community organizations are forming throughout the nation. See, e.g.,

PHILLIP WALLIN

&

RITA

R.

HABERMAN, PEOPLE PROTECTING RIVERS:

A COLLECTION

OF LESSONS

FROM SUCCESSFUL GRASSROOTS ACTIVISTS (River Network, Portland, Or., 1992).

171.
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The Wilderness Society recently proposed a similar effort in Colorado, working with community leaders to develop alternative management
1 72
policies for sustainable forest management and diversified economies.
The controversy over below-cost timber sales and rapidly expanding
recreation uses of national forests in Colorado offer opportunities for new
economic strategies in rural communities traditionally dependent on
resource extraction. The Wilderness Society already has begun participating in community planning efforts in Kremmling, Colorado. Apparently
Kremmling's Economic Development Committee was surprised by TWS's
approach: "They could have been tarred and feathered, coming into this
town," said Town Manager Bill Koelm. 17 But the Committee members
heard a message they liked from the environmental group, a message of
economic diversification and cooperative planning. "They floored us,"
remarked Sue Dutko, who went on to describe several projects with which
TWS has agreed to help community planners.1 74 As Bill Koelm observed:
"While some ofthe words are different from what the cowboys are trying to
do, the meanings - realistic use and conservation of natural resources are the same.""1 5 The Wilderness Society's Ray Rasker, one of the primary
contact people for Kremmling, described his organization's efforts as
the following recommendations for economic development programs in resource-dependent rural
communities:
(1) Economic development plans should be based on the inherent strengths and values of the
communities. . . For rural, forest-based communities, natural resources can be the
foundation for economic diversification.
(2) Economic development planning should be multi-community oriented.
(3) The economic development planning process should be "bottom up" and involve a broad
cross-section of the communities.... Outside entities that try to impose a top-down planning
process on communities will almost always fail.
(4) Economic development planning and implementation need to be viewed as a single,
comprehensive prcess .... Two relevant lessons from this project are that the planning
process itself must be thorough and detailed and the means of carrying out the plan must be
in place.
(5) Build local infrastructure.
(6) Develop locally relevant economic information,
(7) Promote networks between resource-dependent rural areas.... Rural communities need
information about how other communities are responding to economic development
challenges, which approaches are working, which are failing, and why.
(8) Look to the future. This project.., did not address the issue of managing the timber
resources of the forests in Linn and Grays Harbor Counties. All were willing to accept the
assumption that there are benefits to diversifying the local economy, regardless of future
timber cutting.
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, FROM DREAMS To REALITIES: DIVERSIFYING RURAL ECONOMIES IN THE
PACIFIC NORTHWEST 17-20 (Oct. 1992).
172. The Wilderness Society, Sustainable Forests/Sustainable Futures 2 (proposal to the U.S.
West Foundation, May 1992).
173. Telephone interview with Bill Koelm, supra note 132.
174. Telephone with Sue Dutko, supra note 127.
175. Telephone Interview with Bill Koelm, supra note 132.
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follows: "We only get involved if the community invites us. We tell them
that we'll leave any time if they don't like what we're doing.' x7 The
Wilderness Society's endeavor is an example of building bridges between
historically divergent communities. The process will be more difficult in
positive start in Kremmling should encourage similar
some places, but the
17 7
efforts elsewhere.
As Steven Daniels and Matthew Carroll warn, community-building
"is not for the faint of heart," 78 but it appears to be the only hope for a truly
179
sustainable future. "What is the alternative?" is their follow-up query.
Robert Reich describes public deliberation as a process of discovery; it
reveals what he calls "latent public values,"' 80 or community-oriented
priorities. Any voyage of discovery is fraught with peril, and is sure to face
setbacks. Particularly in the public lands arena, where adversarial positions are so deeply entrenched and individual values appear impossible to
reconcile, community building will be a difficult undertaking. Nonetheless,
there is no hope of moving forward without taking the first step. And, to
rephrase Daniels' query, is there any alternative?
VI.

CONCLUSION

Land managers must recognize more inclusive definitions of community and provide meaningful opportunities for the many public lands
communities to share responsibility for the decisions that affect them. For
their part, people who are part of the various communities are challenged
to find a common language that expresses their shared concerns and to
nurture a sense of ownership of a special place for which they care deeply.
They need to recognize their roles, as one observer put it, as "citizens of
locale, region and planet simultaneously, with dues to pay and delights
connected with each level."''
This article has suggested a framework for thinking about public
lands communities, drawn from the extensive work already developed in
this area by social scientists and others. The history of the Forest Service's
176. Telephone Interview with Ray Rasker, supra note 142. Rasker describes The Wilderness
Society's goal as building a constituency favoring a more balanced policy for the public lands including a more viable, diversified economy and more value-added industries. Id.
177. The Grand Canyon Trust, a regional non-profit conservation organization based in
Flagstaff, Arizona, is pursuing a "community initiatives" program in the Colorado Plateau. The Trust
encourages public lands communities "to encorporate a conservation element in community development planning and action programs." Jim Ruch, Executive Vice President, Grand Canyon Trust,
Address to the Forest Products Laboratory Conference (Sept. 22, 1992).
178. Presentation by Daniels & Carroll, supra note 161.
Id.
179.
180. "[L]atent public values ... are reshaped in the course of discovering shared concerns,
arguing over goals, and ultimately creating shared values." Reich, supra note 153, at 1640.
181. Pamela Zoline, West iz West: A Kit ofParts,NORTHERN LIGHTS, Winter 1991, at 22, 23.
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community stability policy illustrates how the federal government's role
has evolved with regard to rural development and community governance.
The emerging ideas concerning public deliberation and community empowerment support a call for a more inclusive view of communities.
Although the ideal of building an integrated, inclusive community based
on shared concerns for the public lands remains elusive, it is, nonetheless, a
fundamentally important goal for public land managers and all citizens of
the West.

